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Medicine and police investigation often meet in the broad field of forensic psychiatry. This may include a large area of antisocial and criminal activity, with assessments and decisions on such matters as criminal responsibility and other psychiatric-legal problems.
Forensic hypnosis is the term applied to the use of hypnosis in criminology. It may be described as a technique for the exploration of the memories of witnesses or victims of serious crime, to effect the recall of events, descriptions of people, conversations, situations, and the related environment at the time of a particular offence. Unfortunately, in certain countries, this use has been extended to the perpetrators or suspected perpetrators of crime: the problems arising therefrom are discussed later.
Although many attempts have been made to establish the nature of the condition known as hypnosis (Braid 1899 , Charcot 1890 , Bernheim 1900 , Janet 1925 , Breuer & Freud 1955 , Meares 1960 , there are some who question the existence of a specific hypnotic state (White 1941 , Barber 1962 , Spanos & Barber 1974 . Nevertheless, in clinical use, regression under hypnosis does appear to facilitate the recovery of repressed memories. However, such recall is not necessarily reliable (Orne 1979) and although this factor may be made use of in the area of clinical practice, the authenticity of the technique must certainly be questioned in any forensic investigation. Various aspects of learning, memory and the use of hypnosis for age regression have recently been discussed (Wagstaff 1982) and this paper reviews and considers further some of the extensive literature on the subject.
Method for recall
A valid explanation of a hypnotic condition or a hypnotic state has been argued for 200 years. Whether it is a waking or a sleeping state, a state of hysteria or any other recognizable psychological condition, has been the subject of much discussion and countless scientific papers. More recently, hypnosis has been described as an altered state of awareness in which distortion of emotion, sensation, image and time can be produced (Waxman 1979) ; neurophysiological changes have also been described.
It has been shown (Wyke 1957 (Wyke , 1960 ) that the deeply hypnotized person is not asleep but is in a very special state of relaxation. Electroencephalographic findings indicate that measurable differences exist between waking, sleeping and the hypnotic state (Ulett et al. 1972 , Rozhnov 1978 .
Total concentration on the voice of the therapist followed by eye closure results in a massive blockade of all but the auditory sensory pathways (Mellett 1980) . Counterdischarges occur in the reticular activating system inhibiting all afferent sensory input. In this way the 'mind' of the subject is 'locked' to the voice of the therapist and the state of hypnosis results. In this condition, and with the suppression of anxiety, repressed memories may surface more readily. Some subjects can regress and visualize earlier events together with the emotional experience which originally accompanied that event. It was this effect which produced the therapeutic catharsis described by Breuer & Freud (1955) . . Various techniques exist for the induction of the hypnotic state. The author favours that known as eye fixation with progressive relaxation, and this has been extensively described (Hartland 1966 , Waxman 1981 . It is essential to precede the induction with a full medical and psychiatric assessment. This additionally helps to establish a rapport between the subject and the therapist which will facilitate the induction. Simple tests for effective visualization may be applied and the subject is gently regressed in time and place to the period and events to be explored.
Freud's theory of memory is rather a theory of forgetting. Because of the need to avoid intolerable anxiety, certain memories may be repressed, but repression may also be the psychological means of evading some undesirable predicament. With the relief of anxiety, memories of traumatic events may be more readily uncovered and, with the use of hypnosis, memories which have been repressed may more readily come to the surface.
Amnesia in witnesses and victims of crime and the use of forensic hypnosis
Recollections by eyewitnesses or victims of some frightening or humiliating event may be clouded by the anxiety experienced during the event. The memory may be repressed if it is too stressful to remember. Memory may also fade with the passage of time or may not be readily recalled if the experience has been transient and apparently unremarkable. An interesting review by Kleinhauz et al. (1977) of the experimental literature dealing with memory recall under hypnosis indicated that improvement increased with the significance of the memory. Kroger (1963) found that where some emotional factor interferes with the recall of stored information, hypnosis will be an effectual tool to achieve hyperamnesia. Goldstein & Sipprelle (1970) determined that where aspects of emotional trauma surrounded an event, these emotional traumata were factors in the production of amnesia about that event, and hypnosis seemed to facilitate the recall of that event. Kleinhauz et al. (1977) found that the increase in the amount of material recalled was a function of two main independent factors: the amount of anxiety evoked by the event itself, and the degree to which the material to be recalled is meaningful. They concluded that hypnosis is a useful and effective tool for scientific interrogation in criminal investigations. Schafer & Rubio (1978) , in a review of 14 cases of witnesses and victims of crime interrogated under hypnosis, confirmed that eyewitness accounts of crime are often clouded by the anxiety experienced at the time and the use of hypnosis often helps an eyewitness to recall the incident more accurately. A study by Kroger & Douce (1979) indicated that hypnotized subjects had an increase in recall and that much time and expense was saved through the use of hypnosis.
However, in spite of all this hopeful evidence, Field & Dworkin (1967) have shown that even deeply hypnotized people who have something to hide, can hide that material successfully and in so doing can fool an experienced hypnotist.
Hilgard & Loftus (1979) pointed out that eyewitness reports investigated in the psychological laboratory indicate that the wording of questions put to a witness can have a substantial effect on the answers given and can additionally distort the witness's memory for the previously experienced event. This has an important implication for the use of hypnosis for memory retrieval. Zelig & Beidleman (1981) , discussing the effects of hypnotically conducted interrogations, emphasize the particular importance of carefully worded questions so as not to lead the witness. Warner (1979) quotes a murder trial in California in 1897 (People v. Ebanks) in which the accused denied his guilt under hypnosis. The court held that 'the law of the United States does not recognise hypnotism'. Since that time, however, a large number of people have appeared before American courts and those of other countries and given 'evidence' under hypnosis. These include witnesses and victims as well as accused persons. Warner goes on to state that 'no option may be expressed concerning the truthfulness of statements made under hypnosis'.
In an interesting experiment Putnam (1979) showed th'at subjects under hypnosis made significantly more errors on leading questions than subjects in the normal waking condition. Worthington (1979) , emphasizing the need for safeguards to prevent abuse, quotes a California Court of Appeal (People v. Blair) as saying, 'hypnosis has not yet risen above a useful investigative tool, as with the polygraph, which is also considered to be too unreliable to be admitted into evidence'.
In a review of problems of evidence obtained by hypnosis, Haward & Ashworth (1980) emphasize throughout that such 'evidence' must be regarded as pure hearsay. They discuss the use of hypnosis for reducing the anxiety of a nervous witness, for investigatirig the mental state of the accused and for improving the process of remembering. They confirm that a subject in a trance state may pick up subtle verbal cues from a hypnotist who is convinced of the truth in a particular case he is examining. Thus subjects may talk not only about incidents that they have witnessed or have fantasized they witnessed, but also about incidents which the hypnotist thought they had witnessed. Additionally, it is known that many problems can derive from the improper use of hypnosis and these have been documented (Waxman 1978) . In a masterly survey entitled 'The Use and Misuse of Hypnosis in Court', Orne (1979) discusses the problems extensively, outlines the possible pitfalls and summarizes other safeguards required for the forensic use of hypnosis. 'Hypnosis' he states, 'has no utility to assume the truthfulness of statements'. He gives the following reasons: (I) subjects may simulate hypnosis; (2) they may wilfully lie even in deep hypnosis; (3) they may confabulate; (4) such confabulation or the subtle or unwitting suggestion of the hypnotist may result in the development of 'pseudo-memories' which may come to be accepted by the subject as his actual recall of original events.
Orne also makes the very important and often overlooked point that 'if hypnosis is to be used at all, it is absolutely vital that safeguards be employed, not only for the health and welfare of the person to be hypnotized but also to guard the constitutional rights of the person who may be accused by the hypnotized individual' (personal communication).
In the British House of Commons, Mr David Crouch (1980) , Member of Parliament for Canterbury, asked the Secretary of State of the Home Department to what extent hypnosis is used by the police in the interrogation of witnesses or victims of crimes; and whether any guidelines exist regulating its use. For the Government, Mr Leon Brittan replied, 'So far as known some six police forces in England and Wales have on isolated occasions, as an aid to the investigation of serious criminal offences, arranged for the hypnosis of victims or witnesses, with their consent, by a qualified practitioner. The Home Office has as yet issued no guidance to the police about the use of hypnosis; but this is under consideration'. Morton (1981) referred to a recent one-day seminar which was held at the Home Office as a consequence of this statement and at which a wide variety of interested parties were present. The problems and advantages inherent in the use of hypnosis for obtaining evidence were fully discussed, and it appeared that the formulation of guidelines for the use of hypnosis for forensic purposes would be considered.
If hypnosis is ever to be of real use in criminology, it is essential that a number of safeguards be established and complied with at all times. These should include the minimal requirements suggested by Orne (1979) , which are incorporated in the followingguidelines: (I) Hypnosis should only be carried out by a psychiatrist or psychologist with special training in its use. (2) He should be given the basic known facts of the case with no information which could possibly bias his opinion. He must be given no knowledge of the suspect and must remain completely impartial. (3)~e must be an independent consultant and with no responsibility to either side in the case. (4) The subject must be entirely willing to undergo hypnosis and signed and witnessed consent should be obtained. (5) The perpetrator or suspected perpetrator of the crime should never be hypnotized. (6) Immunity from prosecution should never be offered to the person being hypnotized. (7) The specialist undertaking the hypnosis should make a full medical and psychiatric evaluation of the subject before commencing. (8) The specialist undertaking the hypnosis should elicit as much information concerning the case from the subject before commencing the hypnosis. (9) Any cueing by the specialist must be totally avoided.
(10) Only the specialist and the subject should be in the room during the entire time of the examination in order to avoid inadvertent cueing by other persons. (II) Tape-recordings and videotape recordings should be taken of the entire interview (with the tapes opened and then sealed by the officer in charge of the case). (12) Any information obtained under hypnosis should be regarded as hearsay and corroborative evidence should always be obtained by the police. (13) Information obtained under hypnosis should never be admissible as evidence in a court of law.
Conclusions
Schafer & Rubio (1978) maintained that the ideal case for hypnosis as an aid to justice is with a witness to a crime where the information obtained is additional to that obtained by ordinary interrogative processes and leads to the investigation of a suspect who can be convicted or exonerated only by material evidence additional to that obtained by hypnosis. Haward & Ashworth (1980) stated that the primary constitution of hypnosis 'is to provide information which itself is used to acquire confirmatory evidence'. Warner (1979) also advised that 'learned societies in the field of hypnosis must bear responsibility for educating the judiciary on the limits of hypnosis as an evidentiary technique'.
After a review of some of the difficulties encountered, the International Society of Hypnosis (1979) adopted a Resolution in which the last paragraph stated that it 'views it as unethical to train lay individuals in the use of hypnosis, to collaborate with laymen in the use of hypnosis, or to serve as consultant for laymen who are utilising hypnosis'. The Society for Clinical and Experimental Hypnosis (1979) adopted a similar Resolution.
When terrorists bombed a bus in Israel in 1973 the driver could remember nothing that could assist the police. Under hypnosis he was able to give a description of certain individuals who boarded the vehicle. This led to further clues which resulted in arrests being made (Hilgard & Loftus 1979) . Twenty-six schoolchildren were abducted in a bus in Chowchilla-in 1976. The driver managed to escape. Under hypnosis he was able to recall the licence plate number of a van used by the kidnappers which led to the successful conclusion of the case' (Kroger & Douce 1979) . Remic (1980) reported that from mid-1975 until the end of 1978, a total of 348 hypnotic investigations by the Los Angeles Police Department yielded 79.3% additional items of information not previously available.
The problems resulting from the indiscriminate use of hypnosis for the investigation of crime are manifold but there is little doubt that if such investigation is carried out by a properly trained doctor or psychologist with strict adherence to the guidelines suggested, if it is understood that information obtained thereby is in no way to be considered as evidence, then such a technique can add a valuable complementary weapon to the armamentarium of the police in the battle against crime.
Summary
Memories of events which are unremarkable may pass unrecorded or may fade with the passage of time. In any situation of stress, anxiety may cloud the memory of the incident and in the case of some intensely frightening or humiliating experience such material may not be subject to voluntary conscious recall and may be repressed.
A technique for uncovering certain 'forgotten' or repressed memories with the use of hypnosis is described. A similar method has been used in order to retrieve such memories in the investigation of witnesses and victims of serious crime. Nevertheless, various aspects of the overall validity of such a procedure have been called into question and for this reason the results of numerous experiments and the conclusions arrived at in many papers are discussed. It is emphasized that a rigid code of conduct be followed if hypnosis is to be used as an investigatory tool.
